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Abstract
Ruminating about stressful experiences at work may have negative effects for employees and the
organization, but has been widely overlooked in organizational research. In order to address this
gap, I examined the process by which incivility affects performance and revenge motives in the
workplace. A meditational model was tested, in which stress reactive rumination mediates the
relationship between incivility and performance, as well as between incivility and revenge
motives. These mediated relationships were examined at the intra-individual level, such that
data-points were nested within employees over time. I surveyed 108 healthcare professionals
daily over a two-week study period. The data indicate that there was a significant indirect effect
of incivility to performance through rumination; on occasions when incivility occurs, an
individual’s tendency to ruminate increases and consequently, performance is impaired.
Theoretical and practical implications of the findings are discussed.
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Workplace Incivility at the Daily Level: The Mediating Effects of Rumination on Performance
and Revenge Motives
Workplace incivility has increasingly gained the interest of researchers and practitioners,
given the harmful effects of mistreatment for individuals, co-workers and organizations
(Bowling & Beehr, 2006). Incivility is defined as low intensity, deviant acts enacted toward
another organizational member with ambiguous intent to harm (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).
Research on workplace mistreatment has clearly demonstrated that employees and organizations
experience detrimental outcomes as incivility occurs more frequently. As a sampling of the
harmful effects observed in empirical research, incivility is associated with increased levels of
stress (Miner, Settles, Pratt-Hyatt, & Brady, 2012), emotional exhaustion (Sliter, Jex, Wolford, &
McInnerney, 2010), turnover intentions (Lim, Cortina, & Magley, 2008; Lim & Lee, 2011;
Miner-Rubino & Reed, 2010) and counterproductive work behavior (Taylor & Kluemper, 2012),
as well as decreased job satisfaction (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001; Lim et al.,
2008; Lim & Lee, 2011; Miner-Rubino & Reed, 2010; Penney & Spector, 2005), creativity
(Porath & Erez, 2007, 2009) and performance (Caza & Cortina, 2007; Porath & Erez, 2007,
2009; Sakurai & Jex, 2012; Sliter, Sliter, & Jex, 2012).
Research also suggests that bystanders experience negative outcomes by simply
witnessing mistreatment. Customers who witness incivility among service employees experience
anger and develop negative evaluations about the service organization (Porath, MacInnis, &
Folkes, 2011). Additionally, the pervasiveness of this type of mistreatment is disconcerting.
Incivility has been discussed as the most common form of mistreatment in the workplace. For
instance, more than 70% of employees reported experiencing incivility at work (Cortina, 2008;

MEASURING INCIVILITY AT THE DAILY LEVEL

3

Cortina, Lonsway, Magley, Freeman, Collinsworth, Hunter, & Fitzgerald, 2002; Cortina,
Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001).
Clearly, combating workplace incivility is essential for the success of organizations and
well-being of employees. Consequently, it has become critical for researchers to better
understand its causes and antecedents. In this study, I aim to examine the process by which
incivility affects performance and revenge motives in the workplace. In particular, I explore how
rumination may account for the effects of experiencing interpersonal mistreatment on such
outcomes on a daily basis. I begin by first reviewing research on the effects of incivility on
performance and revenge. Next, I introduce the concept of stress-reactive rumination as an
explanatory mechanism for the proposed direct effects. Then I explain reasoning for why this
meditational model should be examined at the daily level.
Direct Effect of Incivility on Performance and Revenge Motives
Previous cross-sectional research has established the negative relationship between
experiencing incivility and behavioral work outcomes, such as an employee’s job performance
(Caza & Cortina, 2007; Porath & Erez, 2007, 2009; Sakurai & Jex, 2012; Sliter, Sliter, & Jex,
2012). In an experimental study, Porath & Erez (2007) found that rude and discourteous behavior
resulted in a decrease in routine and creative tasks, no matter the source of mistreatment.
Additionally, in a recent study by Sliter, Sliter & Jex (2012), costumer and coworker incivility
predicted employees’ decreased sales performance and absenteeism. Negative interpersonal
experiences may inhibit necessary cognitive ability to perform organizational tasks, lending
support for these relationships. According to attention capacity theory (Kahneman, 1973),
individuals have a limited amount of resources and attention capacity they divide among
everyday activities. Once a target experiences mistreatment, the individual’s cognitive resources
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may be redirected toward the incident instead of focusing on performing their task. Accordingly,
the target’s performance while on the job may decrease due to experiencing incivility.
Hypothesis 1: On occasions when incivility occurs, an individual’s job performance will
be impaired.
In addition to performance, targets of incivility also experience negative attitudinal
outcomes, such as an increase in motives for revenge. There has been a host of research
examining mistreatment and revenge behaviors. For instance, Andersson and Pearson (1999)
discuss how experiencing incivility in the workplace can cause retaliation behaviors, where
continuous exchanges of negative interpersonal behaviors occur. Interactions that spark the
beginning of retaliation are usually less intense in nature (e.g., incivility) and act as an antecedent
to revenge (Baron & Neuman, 1996).
Yet, revenge can be viewed as a process, and an important first step in examining this
process is to capture an employee’s motivation for revenge behavior. For instance, individuals
often think about and plan revenge behaviors before actually acting on it (Bies & Tripp, 1996),
which is coined as the term revenge motive. Revenge motive is defined as, “the intention of the
victim of harm to inflict damage, injury, discomfort of punishment on the party judged
responsible for causing the harm” (Aquino, Tripp & Bies, 2001). Experiencing incivility might
elicit feelings of inequity and unfairness for the victim (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). According
to equity theory (Adams, 1965), not only do employees become dissatisfied with experiencing
inequity, but they also adjust their behaviors and respond accordingly to restore equity. These
perceptions of injustice increase an employee’s motives to seek revenge on the perpetrator
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999). In fact, Jones (2010) found that employees who experienced
interpersonal injustice were more likely to report increased revenge motives against their
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perpetrator. Revenge motive may be likely to emerge when targets do not fully understand their
situation. Due to the ambiguous circumstances of incivility, feelings of uncertainty about the
situation may be likely to occur for the victim. Therefore, revenge motives are more likely to
happen in response to incivility. Thus:
Hypothesis 2: On occasions when incivility occurs, an individual’s revenge motives will
increase.
Stress-Reactive Rumination
An underlying mechanism that may explain the relationship between incivility on
performance and revenge motives is whether the employee ruminated about the uncivil event.
Little to no research has examined rumination as an explanatory mechanism within the
organizational mistreatment literature. Therefore, before explaining the mediating process, I
begin this section by defining conceptualizations of rumination and argue its significance in
organizational research.
Self-reflection, or the process of focusing on one’s experiences, thoughts or feelings, has
been a widely studied topic outside of organization research (Ingram, 1990; Mor & Winquish,
2002; Nolen-Hoeksema, Wisco & Lyubomirsky, 2008). Much of this research has traditionally
focused on dysfunctional forms of self-reflection, such as rumination. Although older
conceptualizations of trait rumination focus on repetitive thinking about depressive symptoms
(Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991), more recent developments suggest that rumination can also be
conceptualized as a state, that is, a cognitive process in reaction to experiencing a stressful
situation. Extending on Nolen-Hoeksema’s theory of depressive rumination, Robinson and Alloy
(2003) developed the concept of stress-reactive rumination. During stress-reactive rumination,
the individual experiences a stressful event and ruminates on the negative inferences that
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occurred after the stressful incident. The main difference between these two conceptualizations
of rumination is the cause of rumination and the onset of rumination in relation to depression.
According to Nolen-Hoeksema’s conceptualization of rumination, rumination occurs in response
to the individual’s depressed moods, such that the individual is constantly focusing on the fact
that he/she is depressed. For instance, with depressive rumination, the individual is focusing on
their overall feelings of sadness. With stress-reactive rumination, the occurrence of repetitive
thinking is thought to take place prior to depressed mood and is not a stable trait. In other words,
it can vary depending on the stressful experience. Therefore, stress-reactive rumination is not
focused on the depressed mood itself, but rather on the stressful occasion that the individual
experienced.
Research has shown that individuals experience numerous negative outcomes as a result
of ruminating. Despite limited research for stress-reactive rumination, depressive rumination was
found to be associated with increased levels of depression, decreased motivation, poor health
behaviors, impaired inhibition, poor concentration, decreased cognition and problem solving and
higher levels of stress and difficulties in social relationships (Lyubomirsky & Tkach, 2003).
Unfortunately, due to the novelty of stress-reactive rumination, little research has been conducted
examining consequences outside of the depression domain. Alloy et al. (2000) and Robinson et
al. (2003) found that the tendency of ruminating on negative thoughts after a stressful event
caused an increase in major depressive symptoms and longer duration of such symptoms. These
findings, along with research examining depressive rumination, suggest the importance of
studying rumination within the organizational context.
Mediating Effect of Stress-Reactive Rumination
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As previously stated, an underlying mechanism that may explain the relationships among
incivility, performance and revenge is stress-reactive rumination. According to the stressor-strain
model, previous research has conceptualized incivility as a significant workplace stressor that
negatively relates to a wide range of outcomes for the individual (Bowling & Beehr, 2006).
Experiencing such a stressful event may cause the target to dwell on the experience for an
unhealthy amount of time. Previous cross-sectional research has been conducted on specific
events that cause individuals to engage in ruminative thoughts. For instance, importance of
understanding oneself and your context is associated with greater rumination tendencies
(Watkins & Baracaia, 2001; Watkins & Mason, 2002). Additionally, increased tendency to
ruminate is associated with a greater need to understand a situation, increased personal
importance of the situation and the strategies of analyzing a situation and dwelling on the causes
and meaning of situations (Watkins, 2003). Thus, employees who need to understand their
situation may experience increased levels of rumination. Because incivility is ambiguous in
nature, this form of mistreatment may elicit feelings of uncertainty for the target and a greater
need to make sense of the encounter. As stated previously, when contextual cues during social
interactions are obvious, then the individual can derive clear responses to that event. At the same
time, targets of ambiguous mistreatment may be more likely to try to comprehend the event by
replaying the situation in their mind. Experiences that are viewed as unclear in nature may cause
these individuals to ruminate about their encounter when compared to unmistakable,
unambiguous deviant events such as aggression or bullying. Therefore:
Hypothesis 3: On occasions when incivility occurs, an individual’s stress-reactive
rumination will increase.
The Effect of Stress-Reactive Rumination on Job Performance
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It is clear that rumination results in negative outcomes for individuals. Yet, very few
studies have examined the harmful effects of rumination in an organizational context,
specifically relating to an employee’s performance. Some studies on depressive rumination have
shown a relationship between ruminating and impaired performance. For instance, according to
response styles theory (Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991), depressive rumination interferes with effective
problem solving by making the individual think in a more pessimistic manner. In a quasiexperimental study, ruminators expressed less confidence about their solution to a complex
problem, were hesitant to commit to their solution and were less confident about their oral
presentation (Ward, Lyubomirsky, Sousa & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2003). Pervious research has also
found rumination to be intrusive and disruptive to concentration, impair problem-solving skills
and decrease motivation (Lyubomirsky & Tkach, 2003; Rachman, Gruter-Andrew & Shafran,
2000). As previously stated, this decrease in performance, concentration and problem-solving
through rumination might be due to deficits in attention. According to attention capacity theory
(Kahneman, 1973). Because individuals have a limited amount of attention capacity for everyday
activities, once incivility is experienced, the individual’s attention is redirected toward
ruminating about the event. Therefore, for the individual, their cognitive resources are depleted
and subsequently performance is impaired.
The effects stated above, although important, may be a function of depression and not the
tendency to ruminate. However, studies that have controlled for depression have found
rumination to be negatively related to performance, indicating that rumination may be directly
related to performance outcomes. Davis and Nolen-Hoeksema (2000) found that, when
controlling for group differences in depression, ruminators showed more additive errors on the
Wisconsin Card Sort Task than people who score low on rumination, demonstrating an inability
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for ruminators to reveal helpful strategies when performing a task. Additionally, after controlling
for depression, rumination was found to be associated with low mastery, dysfunctional attitudes,
and self-criticism (Nolen-Hoeksema, Wisco & Lyubomirsky, 2008). Employees who have the
tendency to ruminate may be distracted by their repetitive, intrusive thoughts about the stressful
event. In turn, experiencing such cognitive distraction may decrease the employee’s
performance. According to the processing efficiency theory (Eysenck & Calvo, 1992) and
distraction-conflict theory (Sanders & Baron, 1975), distraction on the job impairs employees’
performance on tasks that are highly complex, require high attention or are comprised of shortterm memory demands. Because rumination may act as a distraction, employees who experience
incivility may perform at lower levels due to an increase likelihood of stress-reactive rumination.
Thus:
Hypothesis 4: On occasions when rumination occurs, an individual’s job performance
will be impaired.
Hypothesis 5: Rumination will mediate the relationship between incivility and job
performance.
The Effect of Stress-Related Rumination on Revenge Motive
On occasions when rumination occurs, individuals will experience an increase in revenge
motives. Previous research on rumination has established the relationship between stress-reactive
rumination and revenge, demonstrating that thoughts about revenge occur after periods of
rumination on stressful experiences (Bies, et al., 1997). Multiple studies have shown that
rumination elicits either revenge motives and/or revenge toward the aggressor responsible for the
mistreatment or displaced revenge toward a third party, either an innocent bystander or the
organization (Bies, Tripp & Kramer 1997; Bushman, Bonacci, Pedersen, & Miller, 2005). For
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instance, Bies and Tripp (1996) asked individuals to describe an incident on the job when they
wanted to seek revenge or get even. The authors found that individuals who engage in
retrospective cognitions (e.g., rumination) after a stressful event were likely to report wanting to
seek revenge on the aggressor by finding new evidence for blame during the rumination process.
These studies support a revenge theory posited by Bies, Tripp and Kramer (1997). The
authors describe how the targets of mistreatment first experience a trigger behavior (e.g.,
interpersonal mistreatment) followed by a period of ruminating on whether the person
responsible for the action should be held accountable. Consequently, this rumination process
elicits feelings of anger and revenge toward the perpetrator. Additionally, this process is similar
to Beugre’s (2005) cognitive stage model. Beugre states that employees are likely to cognitively
ruminate over an event that they perceive as unjust (e.g., incivility). This rumination process
helps the employee to develop motives for revenge. Thus:
Hypothesis 6: On occasions when incivility occurs, individuals will experience an
increase in revenge motives.
Hypothesis 7: Stress-reactive rumination will mediate the relationship between incivility
and revenge motives.
Daily Diary Methodology
Even though much work has been done examining incivility, measuring workplace
incivility can be a challenge for organizational researchers. Although cross-sectional surveys are
highly practical when studying within organizations, this form of methodology limits the ability
to capture the complexities of incivility. It may be difficult for a participant to accurately recall if
a situation was intentional or ambiguous in nature, or to even remember if the mistreatment
occurred.
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In response to this, researchers have been highlighting the importance of adequately
measuring mistreatment constructs (Hershcovis, 2010). For a more precise measurement of
incivility, scholars have suggested using daily diary methodology. This technique involves
asking participants to report their experiences daily. Thus, the major benefit to daily diary
methodology involves the ability to reduce recall error and bias, recency effects and
summarization, all of which are common and problematic when measuring incivility
(Csikszentmihalyi & Larson, 1987). Because a dairy method measures all recent behavior and
attitudes at or close in time to occurrence of the event, it provides a much clearer picture of the
phenomenon of interest and reduces limitations associated with current measurement techniques
(Spector & Ozgun, 2010). Therefore, the current study will examine incivility at the daily level
using a daily diary method.
In addition to the methodological reasons mentioned above, there are also theoretical
justifications supporting the use of daily diary methodology when studying incivility. A wellestablished theory that supports the measurement of incivility at a daily level is Affective Events
Theory (AET; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). AET focuses on the causes and consequences of
experiences at work. Experiences occur frequently in the workplace, and characteristics of the
environment frequently elicit reactions from employees. These reactions are critical to capture
because they shape the employee’s behavior and attitudes over time and, thus, would best be
captured on a daily basis. Previous research has also suggested that one characteristic of the
environment that elicits employee reaction on a daily basis is experiencing deviant behavior,
such as aggression, bullying or incivility (Hershcovis, 2010). Deviant behavior is dynamic in
nature due to its occurrence on a daily basis and its evolving circumstances over time (Robinson
& Greenberg, 1998). Previous research suggests that experiencing mistreatment behaviors acts as
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significant events that cause variation within individuals’ reactions (Judge, Scott & Ilies, 2006;
Weiss, Suckow & Cropanzano, 1999). In this study, I aim to capture these dynamic processes
from individuals who experience workplace incivility. Thus, it is vital for researchers to begin to
capture dynamic, uncivil events as they occur over time by sampling employees daily.
I focus on the work of Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) in several ways. First, for the
abovementioned methodological and theoretical reasons, I examine the direct effects of
workplace incivility at the daily level and how it affects employee outcomes. Additionally, I
focus on the dynamic nature of individual reactions to such stressors. According to Bies et al.
(1996), rumination is also conceptualized as a fluctuating cognitive process, and thus should be
studied at the daily level. In particular, I examine how rumination may account for the effects of
experiencing incivility on negative workplace outcomes on a daily basis.
Support for Time-Varying Constructs
As previously stated, individuals may vary in the extent to which they ruminate about
their mistreatment on a daily basis. First, stress-reactive rumination can be conceptualized at the
state level instead of a stable trait characteristic of the individual. Researchers have stated that, as
opposed to depressive rumination, stress-reactive rumination can fluctuate depending on daily
interpersonal stressors (Robinson & Alloy, 2003). Theoretically, rumination can be
conceptualized as a fluctuating cognitive process (Horowitzs, 1986). Certain cognitive processes
that are prolonged, such as rumination, might signify incomplete cognitive processing and have
the capabilities of varying at the daily level (Greenburg, 1995; Janoff-Bulman 1992). Previous
researchers have also stated that prolonged intrusive cognitive processes are associated with
physical and psychological impairment (Baum et al., 1990). Furthermore, fluctuating cognitive
processing mechanisms should be studied at the daily level due to responses individuals can have
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based on stressful events. Simply put, cross-sectional data fails to capture the dynamic process of
cognitive processing. Negative emotional experiences, such as experiencing mistreatment, are
likely to lead to specific reactions, such as stress-reactive rumination. Therefore, withinindividual variation in response to a taxing event is likely to occur, thus using daily measures
will be better able to capture this process. Drawing on the support for daily variation of cognitive
processes, I posit that rumination is also a time-varying construct, such that the occurrence of a
stressful event will result in a variation of rumination within the individual.
Additionally, performance and revenge motives can also be conceptualized as timevarying. According to AET, performance is likely to decrease in response to a negative state that
an employee experiences on the job, which can be due to the disruptiveness of a negative (as
opposed to positive) experience. Because fluctuation occurs within these constructs, high
variability in outcomes is also expected because affect changes over time. In other words,
performance decrements due to experiencing a negative state (e.g., rumination) are likely to vary
and thus would be best studied at the daily level. Additionally, even though Weiss et al. (1996)
did not discuss daily variation in revenge motives specifically, they did state that withdrawal
behaviors are likely to be driven by an employee’s state and may vary over time. Additionally,
Judge, Scott and Ilies (2006) found that about half of the variation of deviant behavior was
within-individual, indicating that deviant behavior is dynamic in nature and can be studied at the
daily level. In support of this research, I believe that revenge motives, which can be
conceptualized as preceding revenge, would also fluctuate over time.
To sum, I propose a meditational model in which stress reactive rumination will mediate
the relationship between exposure to incivility and that day’s performance, as well as between
incivility and revenge motives. Given previous research, the proposed meditational model will be
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studied at the daily level, such that I expect to see intra-individual variation across a two-week
time span.
Method
Participants
The sample consisted of healthcare professional working in correctional facilities in the
northeast United States. This sample was chosen given the hostile workplace characteristics that
employees experience on a daily basis. There were 108 uncivil events that were reported. Out of
those 108 uncivil events, 88 occurred once during a single day throughout the study and 20
occurred more than once or twice on the same day during the study, spanning over a total of 43
employees. Eighty-two percent of employees were female, 62% were Caucasian, 77% were
between the ages of 34-60 years, and 45% had a graduate degree or professional degree (e.g.,
MA, APRM, Ph.D, etc). In this sample, employees worked in three main disciplines; 43% of
employees indicated they were in the medical/dental discipline, 35% in mental health, 16% in
clerical and 4.8% other (e.g., Information Technology). About 60% of employees indicated they
worked on average 10 days over a two-week period, with 85% on first shift and 15% on second
shift. Participation in the study was completely voluntary.
Procedure
An email was first sent out to all employees informing them of the study and providing a
link to the screening survey. The data collection process was conducted in three main phases for
first and second shift separately. In the first phase, participants completed a screening survey.
The screening survey was administered online to all 801 employees in the correctional facilities.
Participants were screened based on the following criteria: (1) will have access to a computer
twice a day and (2) would be present at work for the two weeks of data collection.
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In the second phase, participants who were successfully screened were asked to take the
baseline survey. An email was sent to each selected participant with a description of the next
phase of the project along with the online link to the baseline survey. The baseline survey was
used to measure demographic variables (sex, gender, age group) and other non time- varying
constructs. Participants also created a personalized identification number (PIN) to track their
responses over time. Participants received $10 for participation in the baseline survey.
The third phase of the project started about one week after participants completed the
baseline survey. Data collection involved participants taking a survey twice a day for two
consecutive weeks, totaling to 14 days of data collection for each participant. All surveys were
created online and the link was sent to participants through their email account as stated earlier.
Participants were asked to take the daily survey before they started their work shift in the
morning and after the ended their work shift in the evening on work days. The exact time the
participant took the survey was recorded for validation purposes. Separate surveys were created
for participants to take during the weekend and participants who were scheduled to work but
stayed home instead (e.g., sick day). For the purpose of this study, only the end-of-work-shift
daily diary data were used.
Measures
Below are the measures that were used to assess the variables of interest in the end-ofwork shift daily diary study. All items were adapted to fit a daily format and are included in the
Appendix.
Incivility. Incivility was adapted from Cortina, Magley, Hunter Williams and Langhout
(2001) General Incivility Scale. The item used in the study was, “Today at work, did you
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experience incivility? For example, did someone ignore, exclude, interrupt you….”. Response
scale was recorded as 1 (never), 2 (once or twice) and 3 (more than once or twice).
Rumination. Five items of rumination were measured by Trapnell and Campbell, (1999).
Referring to the mistreatment the participant experienced, an example item was, “Ruminate or
dwell over the situation that happened to me.” This measure was captured on a 1 (not at all) to 5
(extremely) response scale.
Self-Reported Job Performance. Items for self-reported job performance were adapted
by Farh, Dobbins and Cheng (1991). Items were phrased to indicate perceptions of how
participants’ performance is viewed by their supervisor, as suggested by Schoorman and Mayer
(2008). A sample item was, “Today, my clinical supervisor would rate my overall work
performance as…” Response scale was recorded as 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). There were four
items in total.
Revenge Motives. Revenge motives were measured by the scale developed by Jones
(2004). Revenge motives are comprised of revenge utility and retaliatory intent. Four items were
used and the scale was measured from 1(disagree) to 5 (agree). A sample item included, “In
regards to my negative experience today, I believe it would feel good to ‘get back’ in some
way.”
Results
First, analyses for this study depended on the frequency of incivility that employees
experienced within the two-week time frame. First, at the within-individual level, there were
1,984 time points nested within 105 employees. Since I only examined end of shift data for two
weeks, there was a total of 10 days (i.e., Monday through Friday for two weeks) that participants
could have answered the survey. Thus, the average number of observations within each
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participant was 6.7, indicating a 67% response rate for this study. Forty-three out of 105
employees experienced incivility during the two-week data collection period, with 21 employees
experiencing incivility once and 22 employees experiencing incivility more than once or twice.
In other words, 41% of employees in the study experienced some form of incivility, with about
evenly distributed exposures to single and repeated events of mistreatment. Due to the high
frequency of incivility, modeling within a multilevel SEM framework could be conducted. The
means and standard deviations of all Level-2 variables are listed in Table 2 .
Multilevel Confirmatory Factor Analysis (MCFA)
Because items for this study were adapted for analysis at the daily level, it was necessary
to examine whether items were loading properly on their unique constructs at the withinindividual level. Multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (MCFA) was conducted to determine
construct validity for the factor structure of rumination, performance and revenge motives at the
within-individual level while controlling for the between-individual level. MCFA examines the
covariance matrices for within-groups and between-groups and uses these matrices to analyze the
factor structure for each level. In other words, a single-level CFA is based on the total covariance
matrix of observed variables, whereas for a MCFA the total covariance matrix is broken up into
between- and within-components. MCFA allows researchers to examine models that include the
same factors and loadings at each level. For this analysis, I will examine the within-individual
factor structures, while modeling the same factors and loadings at the between-individual level in
order to control for non-independence.
Prior to conducting the MCFA, item-level ICCs were examined to assess the amount of
variability between constructs and the amount of non-independence within constructs for each
item. Essentially, item-level ICCs represent the appropriateness of studying items at the daily
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level (Dedrick & Greenbaum, 2010). Cutoff values for ICCs for MCFA have been reported as
ICCs greater than .10 (Dyer, Hanges & Hall, 2005). Within-level correlations and ICCs for all
items are found in Table 1, ranging from .60 to .71. All ICC values indicate support for
multilevel analysis. Average item means for rumination at the between-level were 1.8 with an
average standard deviation of .85. These results indicate overall low-levels of rumination, given
the construct is scaled from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). The mean performance items were an
average of 3.9 with a standard deviation average of .65. Because job performance was on a 1
(poor) to 5 (excellent) scale, the average employee rated themselves as having high levels of
performance. Additionally, given Level-2 means are a function of Level-1 parameters, all Level1 means were 0 due to grand mean centering. The final sample size for MCFA was 105
employees with an average of 6.7 reporting occasions within each person time points within each
person. Again, since I only examined end of shift data for two weeks, there was a total of 10 days
(i.e., Monday through Friday for two weeks) that participants could have answered the survey.
Therefore, an average of 6.7 time points for the MCFA indicates a response rate of 67%.
Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2010) was used due to the robustness to non-normal data and
non-independence of time points. Oblique rotation was used for all factor structures to obtain
correlations among items. I examined RMSEA and CFI to examine fit indices, as well as
examining degrees of freedom and Chi-square to determine the best fitting model. Acceptable fit
was examined by CFI values greater than .95 and RMSEA values less than or equal to .08 (Hu &
Bentler, 1999).
Rumination, job performance and revenge motives were examined in the MCFA;
incivility was a one-item indicator and thus not appropriate to include in a MCFA model. Results
for the first MCFA model indicated a failure to converge due to the correlations among the
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revenge motives. Each revenge motive item was correlated at 1.00 at the within-individual level,
indicating support for a one-item indicator due to a lack of variability among items. The item
chosen to represent revenge motives had the largest ICC (.79), which was, “getting even would
outweigh the risks of getting caught.” Further, the last item for job performance resulted in the
model failing to converge. Because no unique variability was found between the last job
performance item and all other job performance items, retaining the last item was not necessary.
Consequently, all further analyses include job performance with three-item indicators and
revenge motives with a one-item indicator.
A final MCFA model included rumination and job performance only. The ICCs for each
item are represented in Table 1, all indicating support for within-person variation. All items
loaded appropriately on their respective factors for each construct. The comparative fix index
(CFI) = 1.00, the RMSEA = .00 and the SRMR = .072/.036, (within/between, respectively); all
indicate good model fit. The loading for each job performance item onto the latent variable job
performance were all significant and ranged from .60 to .78 at the within- individual level. The
loading for each rumination item onto the latent variable rumination were all significant and
ranged from .64 to .94. Loadings are shown in Table 1.
Multilevel Structural Equation Modeling (MSEM)
To test the mediation analysis at the within-individual level, multilevel SEM (MSEM)
was used to account for lower-level non-independence. The computer program Mplus was used
to conduct the analyses (Muthén & Muthén, 2010). The model includes time-varying predictors,
mediators and outcome variables, where Level-1 represents intra-individual change and Level-2
represents the inter-individual differences in the intra-individual change. I will be examining a 11-1 model which focuses on intra-individual change (see Figure 1 and 2). Because the data are
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non-independent, it is necessary to model Level-2 variability. Modeling a fully saturated Level-2
mediation controls for the non-independence of Level-1 data, allowing misfit to be represented at
the lower level. Thus, at each stage in the MSEM process, a fully saturated Level-2 model was
retained. Within-level correlations and ICCs for all constructs retained in the analyses are found
in Table 2.
I specified random intercepts and fixed slopes for each construct of interest, modeling
mean differences among each construct. Grand mean centering was applied for all constructs at
Level-2, so Level-2 effects are interpreted as comparisons among people. Group mean centering
was applied for all constructs at Level-1. In other words, group mean centering removes all
between-level variance, rendering it strictly a within-level model. This centering is appropriate to
examine at Level-1 because I am only interested in within-individual differences.
A total of 105 employees were retained for the MSEM model with an average cluster size
of 6.6. I examined ICCs, which determine the proportion of total variance that is explained by
unit membership. Results indicate ICCs for rumination = .71, job performance = .72, and
revenge motives = .92, suggesting justification for between-level variation. First, a fully
saturated model was examined, in which direct and indirect paths were modeled for all latent
variables that were retained from the measurement model for both within- and between-levels.
Next, I reduced the fully saturated model at Level-1 based on non-significant path coefficients.
Further, interval estimates for non-normal data were computed due to the skewness and nonnormality of the outcomes. Results indicated that incivility, rumination and revenge motives
were positively skewed, whereas job performance was negatively skewed. For non-normal data
in multilevel mediation structure, it is suggested to conduct Bayes credibility interval to examine
the within-level indirect effects (Preacher, 2013).
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Direct and Indirect Effects at the Within-Individual Level.
Fit indices for the fully saturated model examining job performance and revenge motives
are presented in Table 3. Estimation of the path coefficients for the fully saturated models for
both dependent variables are presented in Figures 3-5.
Results for the job performance model are reported first. Before reporting the within-level
results, I first examined between-level descriptives. For the relationship between incivility and
job performance, employees who did not experience incivility had slightly higher job
performance ratings (mean = 4.0) than employees who did experience incivility (mean = 3.6), t =
3.7, p < .001. Job performance differed significantly depending on whether employees
experienced incivility at the p= .00 level. Because this significance level might be due to the
sample size and/or not accounting for clustering effects, I next tested MSEM to take into account
lower-level non-independence. As shown by Figure 3, results for MSEM indicate a nonsignificant path coefficient for the direct effect of incivility to performance, not supporting
Hypotheses 1. All non-significant paths were dropped from further analyses.
Interestingly, support for Hypotheses 3 and 4 were found. On occasions when incivility
occurred, an individual’s rumination increased and in turn, on occasions when rumination
occurred, an individual’s performance was impaired. Thus, support for an indirect effect of
rumination between incivility and job performance was found to be significant. Examining
within-individual indirect effects in the reduced model, the Bayes interval estimates for lower
5% and upper 5% for Hypotheses 3 and 4 are .23 to .47 and -.50 to -.26, respectively. Further,
support for an indirect effect at the within-individual level is shown in Table 3, Beta = -.14, p >
.00.
Because support for a direct effect was not shown in the fully saturated model, hypothesis
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5 is not supported. A revised version of the model included the removal of the direct effect to
obtain better model fit. When this was implemented, the model fit improved (see Table 3).
Additionally, the Bayes credibility interval estimates were still significant and non-zero for
Hypotheses 3 and 4; .23 to.46 and -.50 to -.26, respectively. Further, when the direct effect of
incivility to job performance was deleted, support for an indirect effect was still shown at the
within-individual level, Beta = -.14, p > .00. The final reduced model along with path
coefficients is shown in Figure 4.
For revenge motives, parallel analyses with mistreated and non-mistreated individuals was
not able to be examined because individuals only responded to revenge motives if they
experienced mistreatment. Results indicate a non-significant path coefficient for the direct effect
of incivility on revenge motives, thus, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. Further, a non-significant
path was found from rumination to revenge motives, not supporting Hypotheses 6 and 7.
Discussion
The aim of the current study was to investigate whether rumination mediated the effects of
incivility on job performance and revenge motives. A multilevel SEM model was implemented
to examine intra-individual relationships while controlling for inter-individual differences. These
analyses were believed to provide more accurate and valid representation of the relationships
among the variables being studied at the daily level. First, due to measurement error in the
MCFA, I was not able to retain all items for revenge motives and job performance. Thus, a fiveitem scale of rumination, three-item scale of job performance and one-item indicator of revenge
motives were retained. For MSEM analyses, Hypotheses 3 and 4 were supported. Results
indicated that on occasions when incivility occurred, an individual’s rumination increased and in
turn, on occasions when rumination occurred, an individual’s performance was impaired.
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In the MCFA model, revenge motives and job performance failed to converge at the
within-individual level for both statistical and theoretical reasoning. For revenge motives, all
items were perfectly correlated with each other at 1.0 at the within-level of analysis. One
possible explanation is that the items chosen to represent the latent construct of revenge motives
may best examined at the between-person level. Consequently, there might not be enough
variation among the items themselves at the daily level to examine revenge motives. Future
research should begin to develop scales that can tap into meaningful latent constructs at the daily
level. Further, wording of the last job performance item asked participants to rate their overall
job performance, which may be more appropriate for cross-sectional surveys or betweenindividual items than it is for daily items.
Additionally, there are conceptual reasons as to why revenge motives was not significant in
the MSEM model. Some studies have found that rumination produces revenge toward
individuals who are not responsible for the mistreatment. For instance, in an experimental study,
rumination increased displaced aggression after participants went through a minor provoking
event (Bushman, Bonacci, Pedersen, Vasquez & Miller, 2005). In this study, participants who
ruminated on their stressful situation displaced their revenge on innocent confederates. In other
words, individuals who ruminate may not necessarily seek revenge on the person who initially
harmed them. These interchangeable revenge behaviors may be due to the nature of the stressful
event. Given the ambiguous circumstances of incivility, targets of incivility may not have clear
causal reasoning to infer either who is responsible for the mistreatment and/or if the mistreatment
is directed toward them. In order for the target to feel like they have restored justice, individuals
will seek out revenge despite whether the behavior is aimed toward the appropriate party. Future
research might benefit from asking employees if they engaged in revenge motives toward
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individuals other than the perpetrator.
Additionally, even though experiencing mistreatment may lead perceptions of injustice,
injustice was not measured in this study. Directly measuring injustice may account for the lack of
effects with revenge motives that were found. As previously discussed, equity theory (Adams,
1965), states that employees adjust their behavior in response to inequity to restore justice.
Therefore, future research should examine perceptions of injustice as a precursor to revenge
motives.
Next, the non-significant direct relationship between incivility and job performance in the
MSEM model might be due to a few reasons. First, the sample was very specific. Healthcare
employees working in correctional facilities have workplace characteristics that may not
generalize to the greater population. Because they are working in an uncharacteristically hostile
environment, employees might have learned how to perform their job despite levels of
mistreatment or incivility. For instance, employees working in these conditions might have
adapted ways to normalize or justify incivility and continue to perform at high levels despite the
hostile environment. Thus, experiencing incivility no longer directly affects their daily
performance due to learned behavior. The second reason as to why a direct effect of incivility on
job performance is not significant may be due to the level of analysis. Although it was
theoretically hypothesized that job performance should vary at the daily level due to
experiencing incivility, performance may instead fluctuate in response to other workplace
stressors, such as fairness perceptions or lack of control. Future research should examine specific
workplace stressors that may negatively affect employees at the daily level.
Even though a direct effect was not found, results from the Bayes CI test of indirect effects
indicate strong support for an indirect effect of incivility on performance, via rumination. In
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other words, incivility affects performance on the job through rumination tendencies. Even
though previous research has found a direct relationship between incivility and job performance,
the relationship might be different at the within-individual level. Consequently, within-individual
cognitive processes may play a salient role for explaining cross-sectional, between-individual
research findings. These findings lend support for attention capacity theory (Kahneman, 1973)
which states that individuals have a limited amount of cognitive resources they use daily, which
may be depleted once a target experiences mistreatment. An individual’s attention capacity may
be depleted even further if they focus their attention on ruminating about the mistreatment. The
importance of dynamic processes at the daily level, such as rumination, is vital to more
accurately capture the relationships between workplace stressors and negative outcomes for
employees.
Limitations and Future Research
Like any study, this study is not without limitations. The daily diary approach addresses
limitations of a cross-sectional design, yet it is important to acknowledge the limitations
associated with this approach as well. First, the specificity of the sample limits generalizability of
the results. As previously mentioned, healthcare employees working in correctional facilities
might encounter everyday experiences that are unique to this specific workplace. Future research
should examine these relationships at the within-level of analysis across other organizational
samples and disciplines. Second, some authors have criticized the daily diary approach because
of the possibility of retrospective reporting biases (Levine & Safer, 2002). Recall and other
biases are not entirely eliminated when using daily diary methodology. For instance, an
employee’s mood could affect the recall of rumination at the end of the day. Nevertheless,
retrospective biases might not play as large of a role in this study because of the nature of our
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questions. Survey answers about specific events are less likely to be biased when compared to
retrospective aggregate answers (Bolger, Davis & Rafaeli, 2003; Genet, & Siemer, 2012).
Because I asked employees about their rumination tendencies from a specific event (e.g.,
incivility), retrospective bias is less like to be an issue.
Third, common method bias might have inflated the relationships among the variables in
this study. Nevertheless, examining the variables of interest from the employee’s perception does
have some advantages. Because the variables of interest were cognitive processes and
interpersonal interactions, examining individual perceptions seems an appropriate form of
measurement. To decrease the possibility of inflated scores due to common method bias, future
research should examine job performance from another source, either from survey completed by
supervisors and/or co-worker, or coding performance appraisal documents.
Additionally, person-level variables such as depression or trait rumination were not taken
into account as control variables in this study. The within-level relationships examined in this
paper may be affected by such person-level traits. For this specific study, rumination was
conceptualized as a state, such that an employee’s rumination was thought to fluctuate due to
experiencing incivility. Yet, other research conceptualizes rumination as a stable trait (e.g.,
depressive rumination), which could be examined as a Level-2 control variable in a MSEM
framework. In other words, whether or not the employees in this study were actually trait
ruminators was not taken into account. Previous research has debated whether rumination is a
trait or a state, and thus should be studied as a mediator or moderator. For instance, Genet and
Siemer (2012) examined the moderating effects of rumination on stressful daily events and
negative mood, whereas Moberly and Watkins (2008) examined rumination as a mediator
between stressful daily life events and negative mood. The main difference between these papers

MEASURING INCIVILITY AT THE DAILY LEVEL

27

was the conceptualization of rumination as a trait or state. Due to the novelty of stress-reactive
rumination in the I/O literature, future research should conceptually and empirically examine the
differences between trait and state rumination with relation to antecedents and outcomes. Future
research could also examine trait rumination (e.g., depressive rumination) as a moderator at the
between-individual level or control for trait rumination in relation to measuring incivility and
performance relationships at the daily level.
Another limitation to the study is that support for causal inferences cannot be made. First,
support for causal inferences imply temporal separation of constructs, such that incivility would
be measured at a time point before rumination, and rumination would be measured at a time
point after incivility and before job performance. Because all measures were examined at all time
points, causal inference cannot be established. Second, based on their findings, Imai, Keele and
Tingley (2010) state that one reason (among others) it is problematic for linear MSEM models to
establish causal mediation is due to the difficultly in extending linear frameworks to nonlinear
models. Examining nonlinear models is crucial to establish causal effects. In addition,
rumination might actually be a short-lived phenomenon, where the tendency to ruminate
decreases over time. The temporal properties of the constructs may be shifting at different rates.
Accordingly, the curvilinear relationship between rumination and time might depend on other
factors as well, such as co-rumination or person-level trait rumination. Future research should
examine this model within a causal framework by temporally separating constructs and modeling
nonlinear as well as curvilinear relationships. For this study, the relationship between the
variables of interest and time was not the focus of the study. In other words, I accounted for time
statistically, but time was not part of the conceptual model. Future research should take into
account time and examine the variables within a time series framework. For instance, questions
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such as, “how long does rumination last over time?” or “when, over the two-week time span, is
performance most negatively affected?” would help advance the understanding of the affects of
mistreatment over time.
Strengths and Implications
Despite some limitations, there are several strengths that are worthy to note. First, more
accurate perceptions and outcomes of incivility were examined by measuring daily reports of the
mistreatment. Due to the ambiguity of such mistreatment, cross-sectional studies could have
potential biases associated with their results. For instance, previous cross-sectional studies found
incivility to have a direct effect in predicting an impairment in job performance, but at the daily
level this was not the case. Even though results from this study should be interpreted with
caution due to the sample, it adds to previous research by helping address whether relationships
vary at different levels of analysis. This argument is not intended to undermine the value in
cross-sectional research, yet examining organizational constructs at different levels of analyses
will help advance the field theoretically and analytically.
Another strength of this study is examining the role of rumination in relation to workplace
incivility. To date, few studies examine the negative effects of employees ruminating about
uncivil experiences at work. In fact, very few studies even examine rumination at work. This is
problematic because both trait and state rumination have been found to have negative effects that
can influence the health and well-being of the employee, as well as the success of the
organization. For instance, previous research has demonstrated rumination increases stress,
displaced aggression and longer periods of strain after work, while decreasing sleep quality,
recovery from fatigue, effective problem solving, motivation and concentration (Bushman,
Bonacci, Pedersen, Vasquez & Miller, 2005; Cropley, Dijk & Stanley, 2007; Papageorgiou &
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Wells, 2004; Pravettoni, Cropley, Leotta & Bagnara, 2007). Therefore, organizational
researchers should begin to examine the role that rumination plays for the employee and
organization.
Finally, it is important to note the prevalence of incivility at the daily level. Over the twoweek time span, 41% of employees believed they experienced incivility once and 21% believed
they experienced incivility more than once or twice. These are alarming rates. Developing
climates that are supportive of civility through educational workshops, training sessions or even
informational posters would help make employees aware of the negative outcomes of incivility
on their own health and well-being. Starting at the source by first addressing incivility may help
eliminate negative effects in the long run. Organizations can also communicate in the workshops
the negative effects of ruminating on mistreatment experiences and other ways to address and
alleviate the situation by using specific coping mechanisms.
In sum, this study found an indirect effect of incivility to performance through rumination.
In other words, in days where an individual experienced incivility, their rumination increased. In
turn, on days when an individual rumination, he/she’s performance was impaired. This study
highlights the importance of studying workplace stressors and cognitive processes at the daily
level. In terms of practical implications, organizations can educate employees on the negative
effects of rumination and advise them on more efficient ways of coping with workplace
mistreatment. Future research can focus on building multi-level theories that incorporate daily
variation of workplace stressors, cognitive processes and workplace outcomes.
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Table 1 Item loadings, ICCs, Standard Deviations and Correlations Among Items for WithinIndividual Level
Item
R1
R2
R3
R4
R5
P1
P2
P3

Latent Construct
Rumination
Performance
.94
.92
.79
.87
.64
.78
.77
.61

R1
.66(.60)
.83
.62
.82
.55
-.44
-.26
-.31

R2

R3

R4

R5

P1

P2

P3

.67(.61)
.72
.70
.53
-.48
-.27
-.30

.66(60)
.70
.68
-.30
-.16
-.13

.71(.57)
.62
-.43
-.29
-.36

.60(.66)
-.21
-.14
-.16

.60(.51)
.60
.46

.68(.46)
.49

.66(.48)

Note: R1 = first rumination item in appendix, P1 = first performance item in appendix. L2 N=105, L1 avg. N = 6.7.
Factor loadings appear in columns 2 and 3; all loadings were significant at the .001 level. Diagonal line is ICCs and
standard deviations.

Table 2 ICCs, Standard Deviations and Correlations Among Constructs for Within-Individual
Level

Mean(SD)

Incivility

Rumination

1. Incivility

.18 (.41)

.30

2. Rumination

1.9 (.49)

.44

.79

3. Performance

3.9 (.44)

-.22

-.42

.69

4. Revenge

1.2 (.44)

-.21

-.50

.42

Note: L2 N=105, L1 avg. N = 6.8. Diagonal line are ICCs.

Performance

Revenge

.71
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Table 3 Within-Individual Fit Indices

Dependent Variable
Job performance
Revenge Motives

Model

X2

df

CFI

RMSEA

Fully Saturated
Reduced
Fully Saturated

3.5
3.6
.13

1
2
1

.90
.93
1.00

.06
.03
.00

Note: L2=105, L1=avg. 6.8. Diagonal line is ICCs and standard deviations.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model of within- and between-level relationships

Figure 2. Conceptual Model of within- and between-level relationships for revenge motives
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Figure 3. Fully saturated MSEM for job performance

Note: ** = p < .001

Figure 4. Fully saturated MSEM for revenge motives

Note: ** = p < .001

Figure 5. Final MSEM with path coefficients

Note: ** = p < .001
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Appendix
Table 1. Item for Incivility

Incivility1

Today at work, someone ignored, excluded,
interrupted, spoke rudely, behaved rudely (e.g.,
gestures, facial expressions, etc.), interrupted or
“cut me off” while speaking, behaved without
consideration, withheld information, belittled
my opinions, or spread rumors about me.

Table 2. Items for Stress-Reactive Rumination
I seem to:
Rumination1
Rumination2
Rumination3
Rumination4
Rumination5

Ruminate or dwell over the situation that happen
to me
Play back over in my mind how I acted
Be rehashing in my mind the things I've said or
done
Keep going back to what happened
Often find myself re-evaluating the situation

Table 3. Items for Self-Rated Performance
Today, my clinical supervisor would rate my:
Performance1
Performance2
Performance3
Performance4

Interactions with other team members as
Interactions with patients as
Completion of work tasks as
Overall work performance as

Table 4. Items for Revenge Motives
Revenge Motives1
Revenge Motives2
Revenge Motives3
Revenge Motives4

Getting even would outweigh the risks of
getting caught
It would feel good to “get back” in some
way
In “settle the score”
In getting even
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